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RESPONSE TO OFFICIAL ACTION 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the official action dated November 30, 2004, applicants amend the 
above-identified application as appended hereto. 

The attached pages are numbered in correlation with the official action numbered 
paragraphs. 
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1. Claim Objections 

Claims 1-7 objected to because of the following informalities: 

A. In claim 1 line 4, "the front surface" the Examiner suggests change to ~ a front surface 

Remarks 1 A: while the USPTO generally objects to the use of the word "the" in patent 
claims, the use of the word is justified where it refers to a descriptive feature inherent in a 
claimed element and not to a specific element of the claimed structure. Therefore 
applicant objects to the suggested change for the reason that the use of the word "the" in 
the present instance relates to a descriptive feature inherent in the vertical rack which is 
the environment of the invention and not a claimed element of the invention. The use of 
the word "a" instead of "the" suggests that there could be a multiple of front surfaces and 
that is not correct. While applicant believes the selected terminology is correct, if the 
Examiner intends to reassert and reject the claim on this basis, applicant agrees to an 
Examiner's amendment making the suggested correction, but it is believed that it would 
render the environment of the claimed structure possibly slightly indefinite. 

B. In claim 1 line 10, "a rack" the Examiner suggests change to - said rack - instead for 
improved clarity. 

Remarks IB: agreed and necessary amendment effected. 

C. In claim 1 lines 11-12, "a vertical stack" the Examiner suggests change to - said 
vertical stack ~ instead for improved clarity. 

Remarks IC: there is no vertical stack of enclosures unless a multiple of the individual 
claimed invention enclosures are piled up. While the language utilized was believed 
correct as submitted, the claim has been amended to change "stack" to ~ rack — and to 
include the Examiner's suggestion. 

D. In claim 1 line 17, "the lower plate" the Examiner suggests change to ~ a lower plate 
Remarks ID: applicant's remarks 1 A above apply to this Examiner's suggestion. 



E. In claim 1 line 19, "said pan" the Examiner suggests change to ~ bottom pan - instead 
for improved clarity and match with claim 1 line 18. 

Remarks IE: applicant agrees there is a problem with the language and it has been 
amended to obviate the problem. 

F. Li claim 1 line 22, "said fiber optic cable" the Examiner suggests change to - said 
cable - instead for improved clarity and match with claim 1 line 26. 

Remarks IF: applicant believes the claim would better be served by removing the word 
"said" rather than "fiber-optic" as the cable is not part of the invention and the use of the 
term is only for the purpose of describing the function of the invention. If the Examiner 
disagrees and intends to reject the claun, then the Examiner may make the suggested 
change by Examiner^s amendment. 

G. In claim 1 line 27, "cable" the Examiner suggests change to - said cable - instead for 
improved clarity. 

Remarks IG: applicant does not believe the change is necessary if applicant's 
amendments set forth in remarks IF are agreed to. If the Examiner disagrees and intends 
to reject the claim, then the Examiner may make the suggested change by Examiner's 
amendment. 

H. In claim 7 lines 1-2, "MTP" should be spelled out completely. 

Remarks IH: "MTP" is an industry standard abbreviation believed to mean "mechanical 
transfer protocol" but applicant has not been able to verify that defmition. It has therefore 
been removed from the claims. 



